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| DISSERTATION 


Concerning the four laſt 


| Kings of Judah. 


JZ Scaliger, amongſt others, hath obſerved ſome diffi- 


culties in the Hiſtory of the four laſt Kings of Fudeb, viz. 
Tehoahaz, Febojakim, Fehoiakin, and Zedekiah, Parti- 
cularly, he doth this in a ſhort Tract, Intituled, Faſepbi 
Scaligers judiciurs de theſi quadam Chronologica, (which we have 
after his Prolagomena to his Canones Tſagogict) in which he de- 
ſires, that ſome ſtudicus perſon would undertake the ſolution 
of thoſe difficulties. Many have ſince endeavour'.. it, parti- 
cularly Lud. Cappellas, in his Nctes upon the twelfth Table 
of his Chronologia Sacra. "I here are ſundry paſlages in thoſe 
Notes relating to the Kings before-mention'd, which I could 
not but take more eſpecial notice of; but I ſhall examine only 
two of them. 
x. He aſlerts that Fehoabaz was the younger Brother of 
Fehoiakim, though he reign'd before him. See Note 7th. 
2. He ſuſpefts, that when they began to Reign, Fehoabat. 
= = _—_ years old, and Fehboiakim only fifteen. So in 
ote Stn. 


mh 
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The Learned Cappellue was (it ſeems) ſo ſecure of the 
truth of that aſſertion, that Feboahaz, was the younger Bro., 
ther, that he offers nothing at all in way of confirmation of 
it. But others have attempted to prove it by the arguments 
following ; the validity of which we ſhall briefly examine, 

Arg. 1. If Fehoahaz was not the younger Brother, wh 
did they Anoint him, 2 Kings, 23. 30. for the eldeſt Sons 
of their Kings were not Anointed ? 

Anſw. 1. It is not true, that none but the younger Sons 
were Anointed ; Fehoaſh was not a younger Brother when 
he was Proclaimed King - for all his brethren were ſlain, at 
leaſt, ſix years before, 2 Kings, 11. 1, 2, 3.) and yet he was 
Anointed, wv. 12, 

2. Suppoſe that they did not ordinarily Anoint the eldeſt, 
yet they did it in the caſe of Fehboahaz, that by this Solem- 
nity they might confirm him in the Kingdom, in oppoſition 
to Pharaoh-nechoh, or any that he might obtrude upon them. 
| Or by Anointing him they declar'd, That the Kingdom be- 

ing diſturb'd; by the arms of the Egyptian, they deliver it 
to Fehoabat (tanquam de integro) as it was anew. 

arg. 2. Feboabaz. was the ſame with Shallum mentiond, 
1 Chron. 3. Now Shallum is there ſaid to be the fourth Son 
of Fofiah, and fo he was, of neceſſity, younger Brother to Fe- 
hoiakim, who.was Toſiabs ſecond Son (for 1 Chron. 3. 15. the 
Sons of Foſiab are reckon'd thus, The firſt-born Fohanan, the 
ſecond Fehoiakim, the third Zedekiah, the. fourth Shallum; ) 
that Fehboahaz was Shallum, there mention'd, they think to 
be manifeſt from Fer. 22. 11: - 

Anſw. That, which they fay, is-not manifeſt from Fer. 22. 

1. It is not manifeſt that the Shallum, Jer. 22. was Fehoa- 
baz. | 

2. If it was, yet it is not manifeſt that the Shallum, Jer.22. 
was the ſame with the Shallum mention'd, 1 Chron. 3. Some 
think that by Shallum, Jer. 22. ,was meant TFehoiakim. 
Flamin. Nobilixs tells us, that the 72, according to one Edi- 
tion, have &} 'Ivaxiy inſtead of 4}. Z:wilu, It is probable 
that *Ivax&u being found in the Margin (ſome having ſet it 
there as an interpretation of Zewmiu_) crept from thence into 
the Text, Others haye interpreted the Shallum, Jer. 22. - 


—_ 


(3) 

be Zedekiah, for the Kingdom of Fudah had an end, or was 
overthrown, when he was King. And ſo (fay they) he was 
.rightly nam'd Shallum, which ſignifies a conſummation or.. 
finiſhing. OF this opinion was R. Solomon ; yea, it ſeems, 
by R. Kimchi, that this was the generally recciv'd opinion. 
among the Fewih DoCtors ; ſee them both in Fer. 22. Final- 
ly, Kimchi himſelf was of opinion that Shallum, Jer. 22. was 
. Jehoiakim. And | have not met with any Fewyh Writer,. 
that interprets Shallum to be Feboabaz,, but Ab. Ezra. So 
that from all this, we may conclude that it is not ſo manifeſt . 
_ Shallum, Jer. 22. was Fehboabaz,, as ſome bear us in 

nd. 

But 2dly, Suppoſe it was manifeſt that Shallum, in Fer.22. 
was Fedoahaz,, yet it is not manifeſt that that Shallum in Fer. 
22. was the ſame with the Shallum mention'd Chron. 3. and. 
ſo it appears not that Fehoabaz, was that Sballum ; eſpecially, 
if the Hebrew Writers, 'ap. S. Hieron, ſay truly that Sballum, 
was a common name to all the Sons of Fefiab. Yea, it 
ſeems impoſſible that Fehoabaz ſhould be that Shallum. That, 
Sballum was the fourth and youngeſt Son of Foſfiab, and con- 
ſequently Feboabaz, (if he was that Shallum) was the younger - 
Brother of Zedekiah, Fofiabs third, as well as of Feboiakim the. - 
ſecond Son, Now it ſeems impoſſible that Feboabaz ſhould - 
be the younger Brother of Zedekiab, and muſt ſeem fo to. . 
every one that compares their ages when they began to reign. 
Feboahdz, was twenty three years old when he began his, . 
reign, 2 Kings. 23.31. when Zedekiab was only twenty one 
years of age, when he entred upon his, 2 Kings, 24. 18.. 
and that was above eleven years after the beginning of Fe-. 
boabaz,s reign ; for Fehoiakims eleven years reign was between . 
theirs. See 2 Kings, 23. 36. . Now is it poſlible, that he who 
was twenty three years old, ſhould be the younger Brother 
of one that was but twenty one years old above eleven years 
after ? Could Hammal bring forth the elder Brother thirteen 
years after that ſhe was deliver'd of the younger ? Scaliger 
acknowledges this to be a difficulty which he could not afloil, 
but wiſhes others. to do it for him ( Quarent ftudiofi, ſo he.) 
- Let us ſee then how others haye cndeayourd to ſolve it. 
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'1. Sofne ſay that the Shallam, 1 Chron. 3. was indeed 
Fofiahs third Son, and elder than Zedekiah. It is true, he is 
call'd the fourth, but (ſay they) that is not in reſpect of age, 
but becauſe of the ſhortneſs of his reign, his unworthy de. 
meanour in it. But this needs no confutation, Scaliger him. 
ſelf calls it futila ſolutio. | 

2. Others ſay that Zedekiab was made King while his Fa. 
ther liv'd, and reigned together with him three years. And 
that when 'tis ſaid that he was twenty one years old when he 
began to reign, the meaning is, When he began to reign with 
his Father three years before his death; at which time Fe. 
hoahaz, was only twenty years of age, and conſequently 
younger than Zedekiah by one year. 

But 1. The ſenſe of the Text, 2 Kings. 24. 1. is plainly 
that Zedekiah was but the age of twenty one years when he 
was made King by Nabuchadnezzar, Fehoiakim being carry'd 
Captive to Babylon. | 

2. How appears it that Zedekiab ever reign'd with his Fa- 
ther ? It is a thing ſo improbable in it ſelf, that Fofiah ſhould 
pals by the other, and take his third Son to reign with him, 
that it requires very good proof. And yet all the proof that 
is offer dis from Fer. 27. x, 2, 3. Where we read, that in 
the beginning of the reign of Teboiakim, the Propnet was 
commanded to prepare Bonds and Yokes, and to ſend them 
to certain Kings, by the hands of the Ambaſſadors that came 
to Feruſalem to Zedekiah King of Fudabh. The neighbouring 
Kings who had underſtood that Zedekiah was made King 
three years before his Fathers Death, did think that he reign'd 
ſtill after his Fathers deceaſe, and ſo ſent their Ambaſſadors 
to him. ' Thus Ab. Ezra m Dam 1. But this Interpretation 
1s manifeſtly very far fetch'd, and therefore much time needs 
not be ſpent in the examination of it., All the ſtreſs lyes up- 
'on this, That Ambaſſadors were ſent unto Zedekiah as King 
'of Fadzahb, in the beginning of the reign of Fehojakims, wh ch 
cannot be proved from that Text. Some have thought that 
when 'tis ſaid, In the beginning of the reign of Feboiakim, 
V.1. Fehoiakim, by the Scribes negligence, hath crept into 
the Text inftead of Zedekiah, Or however that, by Te- 
Þouiakim we are to underſtand Zedekiah, for they fay that 
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Fehoiakim was a common name to all the Sons of Fofiah. 
S. Hieron was of opinion, That- that wv. 1. belongs to the 
foregoing Chapter, viz. The twenty fixth, and in no wiſe 
to that which follows in chap. 27. As he alſo obſerves, that 
it was not found in, the Copies of the 72, which they had- 
then, as it is wanting in ſome Editions of that Tranſlation 
now. But I ſhall wave all this, and ſuppoſe that the con- 
tents of the former part of chap. 279, were deliver'd to the 
Prophet in the beginning of Df boiakins's reign, yet it will not 
follow that Ambaſſadors were ſent to Zedekiah, as' King of 
Judah, at that time. For 1. That might be given in charge 
to the Prophet, in the time of Febozakim, which he was not 
to execute till the reign of Zedekiab. He might receive a 
command in the time of the one, what he ſhould do and fay 
in the reign of the other ; ſee v.12.of that chap. 27. 2. Some 
have thought that the Prophet did then preſently execute 
ſome part of that which was given him in charge, 5. e. He did- 
put the Bonds and Yokes upon his Neck, and did carry them: 
(tho' not conftantly, yet at certain times) during the reigns of 
Tehoiakim and Feboiakin, and to the fourth year of Zedekiab ;. 
even fifteen years (ſays R. Solom. in Loc.) till Hananiab broke 
them from his Neck, Fer. 28. 10. I capnot diſmiſs this In- 
terpretation without remarking that Kimchi takes notice of- 
it, and expreſly alledges Ab. Ezra for it ; and yet doth not 
afſent toit, but gives a quite other expofition of Fer. 27. I, 2; 
3. as well as R. Solom. doth. 

+ 3, Some think to Solve . the aforeſaid difficulty, by ſaying 

that the Zedekiah who ſucceeded Fehoiakin, and was then 
only of the age of twenty one years, was the Zedekiab men. 
tion'd in x Chron. 3. 16. (where we read the Sons of Fe- 
boiakim, Feconiah his Son, Zedekiah his Son) and not Zedekiab 
the Son of Fefiab, ſpoken of wv. 15. That he were Zedekiab 
mention'd v. x6. they prove from 2 Chroy. 36. 10. where he 

ws calld the Brother of Fehsjakin, But to this the anſwer is 
eafie, it being known and acknowledg'd that the word Bro- 
ther, in Holy Writ, is taken very frequently in a larger ſenſe, 
viz. for any Kinſman. Thus the Zedekiab, who ſucceeded 

Feboiakin, was his Brother, 4. e. his near Kinſman, for he * 


was indeed his Unkle or Fathers Brother, We have RH 
ent. 
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ent warrant for this Interpretation from -2 Kings, 24.17. where 
this Zedekiab is exprelly call'd his Fathers Brother ; yea, the 
ſeventy tworand Syr. (not to mention the Vulg.) read not his 
Brother, but his Unkle or Fathers Brother, even in 2 Chros. 
236; 10. - Beſides, if this Zedekiab was the Zedekiab mention'd 
1 Chyon. 3, t6. and the Brother of Fehotakin (as theſe men 
pretend) they will acknowledge that he was his younger 
Brother, -and then (unleſs they will admit a vacancy or, inter= 
regnum of three or four years, betwixt Fehoiakin and Zede- 
kjab) he could: ngt be twenty one years old when he began his 
reign ; for Febotakin was but eighteen years old when he he. 
gan to reign, 2 Kiygs;24. 8. - and reign'd only three months 
and ten days. Add hereto, that the Zedekiah which ſucceed- 
ed Fehoiakin was the Son of Hammal, 2 Kings, 24. 17. that. 
Hamutal undoubtedly, which was the Mother of Fehoabaz, 
2 Kings, 23. 31, Finally, can words exprels more clearly 
'what Zedekiab it was that reign'd after Fehoiakin , og Contab, 
than thoſe do Fer. 37. 1 ? And King Zedekiah, the Son of 
Tofiah, reign'd inſtead of Coniab the Son of Fehoiakim. 

Afﬀg. 3: Fehoabaz was only twenty three years old when 
he began his reign, 2, Kings, 23.31. and but three months 
after, we find Feboiakim to have been twenty five years old, 
'2 Kings, 23. 3I, 36, therefore Fehoiakim was elder thah 
Tehoahaz. | 

Anſw. [t doth not appear that Fehoiakim was ſo old three 
months after that Feboabaz began his reign. . Fehoiakim was 
twenty five years. old when he began:to reign, z.e. (ſay ſome) 
when he began to reign in his own right, which he could not 
do until his Brother. Fehoabaz was dead. But ſuppoſe we 
grant that thoſe words, When we began to reign, do refer 
to the time when he was firſt made.King by Pharaob nechob, 
there might be an interval of time between Nechobs removing 
Fehoahaz,, and ſubſtituting Febozakim in his place. When he, 
had. remov'd Fehoabaz trom the Kingdom,. he either took him 
along with him from Teruſalem to Riblab, or ſent for him 
thither, Rzblab, according to St. Hieron. in Ezek. 47. Was 
Antioch in Syria, and accordingly the Targ. Fonath. and Feruſ. 
m Num. 34. 11. interpret Riblab to be Dophne , as al(o others 
tell us, that Antioch was built out of the ruins of an no 
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City call'd Riblah. Now Antioch was at a conſiderable di- 
ftance from Fernu/alem, and a proportionable time muſt be 
allow'd for Fehoahaz's journey from Feruſalem thither, and the 
ſame time (if not more) for Nechoch's march from thence to 
Fudea, to order the affairs of the Country ; ' alſo ſome time 
for the ſettling thoſe affairs (and how long he might. ftay at 
Riblah after Fiboahaz's coming thither we know not.) All 
this may make it reaſonable to believe, that a conſiderable 
ſpace of time did intervene between Feboabaz's removal 
from, and Fehojakims entrance upon the Kingdom, which is 
mentioned only after Feboabaz's being bound in Rib1ab, and 
the ſettling the Tribute in Fudes : See 2 Kings, 23: 33, 34. 
The Theſis of which, Scaliger gives his judgment in the ſmall 
TraCt before-mention'd, is this, 'That between the end of 
Tehoabaz,s reign, and the beginning of Febciakims, there inter- 
ven'd the ſpace of two years more or leſs. This poſition he 
endeavours. to overthrow by ſundry arguments, but the an- 
ſwering them will not require much time or pains, In the 
firſt, he only begs the thing in queſtion, viz. That after 
that Fehoabaz, had continu'd three months in the Kingdom, 
Necheh preſently appointed Feboiakim to ſucceed. The third 
and fourth Arguments depends upon this, That there muſt be a 
Septenary number of years between Hezekiabs fourteenth year, 
_ and the deſtruQtion of the 'Temple; as alſo between Moſer's 
death and the deftruQion of it. To us therefore, who ac- 
knowledge no neceſſity of a Septenary. number of years, 
theſe arguments ſignifie as little as the firſt, His ſecond Ar- 
ou only remains, which is this; The fourth year. of 
akim was the twenty third from the thirteenth of Foſiab, 

er. 25.1, 3: from which, to the beginning of the reign of 
rh wh, were nineteen compleat years ; from thence, to the 
beginning of the fourth year of Febojakim, compleat three 
years; and ſo from the thirteenth of Foſiab, to.the beginning 
of Fehoiakimms fourth year, were twenty two compleat ; 
therefore the twenty third year, Fer. 25. was only current, 
But ifan interregnum of two years had interven'd, it had not 
been the ewenty third year but the twenty fifth : thus he. 
For anſwer, Scaliger tells us not what ground he had to reck- 
-on compleat nineteen years, from the thirteenth of Foſiab 
B to 
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to the beginning of the reign of Fehoahaz. Foſiab reign'd 31 
years ; ſubſtraCt x3 out of 31, and there remains 18, Reck- 
on then 18 years to the beginning of Feboabaz's reign ; two 
from the beginning of his to the beginning of Feboiakims , and 
then (as Scaliger himſelf computes) three years to the begin. 
ning of Fehoiakims fourth year, and you have exactly the 
number of twenty three years, according to Fer. 25. . I on- 
ly add, that though Scalzger would by no means allow. of an 
Interregnum between Feboabaz, and Fehorakim, yet the learn. 
ed Cappellus was not fo averle from admitting one : For he 
allots a whole year to Fehoabaz, although the Scripture ſays 
that he reign'd only three months, viz... He conceiv'd that 
there was a vacancy or interregnum of nine months, 

Having thus examined. the Arguments that are brought to 
ſupport Cappellus's allertion, I ſhall now propoſe one or two 
on the other ſide, to prove that Fehoabaz was the elder 
Prother. 

Arg. I. If Fehoahaz was the ſame with Fohbanan; then ke 
was certainly the elder Brother, for of Fobanan it is ſaid ex. 
preſly, 1 Chron. 3. 15. that he was the firſt born, | Some 
ſay that he is call'd the firſt born, not - in reſpect of birth but 
of dignity, becauſe he was thought moſt worthy to ſucceed 
his Father in the Kingdom. But this needs no confutation ; 
or, ifit did, Toffatus in 1 Chron. 3. hath refuted it ſufficiently. 
As to Fehoabaz's being the ſame with Fohanan, a late writer 
fays that all Commentators are agreed in jt. But I muſt not 
ſay that, partly becauſe I have not conſulted all Commenta- 
tors as (it ſeems) _ that Author hath, partly becauſe 1 have 
met with ſundry Commentators that are of a ditterent opini- 
on. Yet I could eafily produce ſeveral very judicious Exp 
ſitors, both Chriſtian and Jewiſh, that have thought Fehoa- 
haz, to be Fohanan. But I ſhall rather chuſe to prove it by 
this plain argument, Fehoabaz, being the ſon of Fofiah, muſt 
of neceſlity be either Fohanan or Shallum (this . Scaliger urg- 
eth); but it hath been prov'd above, that he could not be 
Shallum, and ſo he muſt be Fchanan. | 

Arg. 2. He that ſucceeds his Father in the Kingdom, 
ſhould by the Law of Nations be the eldeſt ſon (this Scaliger 
grants) but Feboahax (uccceded his Father in the Kings. 
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Having thus conſidered the arguments on both ſides, as 
diligently and impartially as I can, 1 judge it moſt agreeable 
to the Scripture- hiſtory, to ſay that Fehoahaz was the eldeft 
ſor, of Fofiab, as being the ſame with Fohanan. All the diffi- 
culty that this puts us upon, is, The admitting an Interreg- 
num of a year and nine months between the end of Fehoabaz,s 
three months, and the beginning of the reign of Fehuiakim ; 
or of not ſo much, if Fehoahaz's twenty three years, 2 Kings, 
23.31. Were compleat, and Fehoiakims twenty fifth year, 
v.36. was only current. This ſeems to me not comparable 
to the inſupportablgdifficulties that attend the other opinion. 

The ſecond pafiage in the Learned Cappellus, which we 
ſhall examine (but more briefly) is this: When Fehoahar, 
is aid to to be twenty three years old, and Feboiakim twenty 
five, he ſuſpects that thirteen ſhould be read inſtead of 
twenty three, and fifteen inſtead of twenty five. His reaſon 
is, becauſe if Fehozakim had been twenty five years old when 
he began to reign, he muſt have been born when his Father 
was but fifteen years of age, and conceiv'd when he was but 
fourteen ; accordingly, if Feboahaz had been twenty three 
years of age, his Father muſt have been only of the age of 
ſixteen when he was born. Now it ſeemed to him very in- 
conſiſtent with Toſfiabs piety, te begin to beget Children fo - 
ſoon. 

Anſw. 1. 1 cannot but judge it very agreeable tothat good : 
Kings Piety, to make uſe of the proper remedy againſt means 
to ſubdue youthful Luſts. Some have believ'd that Solomon - 
was neither fifteen nor fourteen years of age when he begat 
Rehobcam ; whether they had firm grounds for their belief [ 
ſhall not diſpute ; ſee Sr. Hieron. epiſt. ad Vitale, 2. Cappelius 
in ſaying that Foſiab was but fourteen years old when he be- 
gat Fehojakim, proceeds upon his former miſtake, that Fe- 
boiakim was elder than Fehoabaz ; but according to our Hy- 
potheſis, Feboiakim was not conceived till Foſiabs fiftcenth - 
year, or the beginning of his ſixteenth: 
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